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Mr. Hunt, from the Committee on the. District of Columbia, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 
[To accompany 8S. Res. 281] 


The subcommittee of the Committee on the District of Columbia 
investigating crime and law enforcement as authorized by the United 
States Senate by Senate Resolution 136, Eighty-second Congress, 
second session, caused to be issued a subpena to Roger Simkins, 2823 
Twelfth Street NE., Washington, D. C. 

Attendance pursuant to said subpena, which was duly served, was 
had on January 16, 1952, at which time the witness appeared. 

The said Roger Simkins, pursuant to said subpena and in compliance 
therewith, appeared before the said committee to give such testimony 
as required by virtue of Senate Resolution 136, Eighty -second 
Congress, first session. Roger Simkins having appeared as a witness 
and having been asked questions, which questions were pertinent to 
the subject matter under inquiry, made answers as appeared in the 
record of the hearings on January 16, 1952, at Washington, D. C 
which record is annexed hereto and made a part hereof and designated 
“Annex I.” 

As a result of said Roger Simkins’ refusal to answer the questions 
pursuant to the said inquiry, as appears in the record annexed, con- 
sisting of pertinent excerpts from the testimony of that day, the com- 
mittee was prevented from receiving testimony concerning the 
matter committed to said committee in accordance with the terms 
of the subpena served upon this witness. 

The committee was, therefore, deprived of answers to questions 
pursuant to the committee’s inquiry propounded to Roger Simkins 
pertinent to the subject matter which under Senate Resolution 136, 
EKighty-second Congress, first session, the said committee was in- 
structed to investigate, and the refusal of the witness to answer 
questions as set forth in annex I is a violation of the subpena under 
which the witness was directed to appear and answer questions per- 
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tinent to the subject under inquiry, and his persistent and illegal 
refusal to answer the aforesaid questions deprived the committee of 
necessary and pertinent testimony and places this witness in contempt 
of the United States Senate. 

After reviewing the testimony and other facts as set forth herein, 
the committee adopted a resolution, as set forth below: 


Resolved, That the President of the Senate certify the report of the District of 
Columbia Committee of the Senate as to the refusal of Roger Simkins to answer a 
series of pertinent questions before a subcommittee of the said District of Columbia 
Committee, together with all of the facts in connection therewith, under seal of 
the Senate, to the United States attorney for the District of Columbia; to the end 
that the said Ro r Simkins may be proceeded against in the manner and form 
provided by law. 


COMMITTEE ON THE District of COLUMBIA 
MINUTES OF A COMMITTEE MEETING, FEBRUARY 19, 1952 


The committee met at 3 p. m. in room P-38, United States Capitol Building. 
There were present Chairman Neely and Senators Johnston, Hunt, Pastore, Smith, 
Butler, Bennett, and Seaton. 

The chairman presented to the committee the minutes of the committee hearing 
of January 16, 1952, held in room 457, Senate Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

The chairman stated to the committee that the witness, Roger Simkins, repeat- 
edly, consistently, and arbitrarily had refused to answer questions put to him 
throughout counsel’s and members of the committee’s examination of said witness 
on January 16, 1952, and that his refusal, therefore, was improper and contemp- 
tuous. 

The chairman presented to the committee a draft report on the entire matter 
for the committee’s consideration and the committee duly adopted the said report 
and instructed the chairman to present said report to the United States Senate. 

Therefore, upon motion by Senator Hunt, duly seconded by Senator Butler, it 
was resolved that the committee present to the United States Senate, for its imme- 
diate action, a resolution requiring the United States attorney for the District of 
Columbia to proceed against the said Roger Simkins in the manner and form 
provided by law. 


ANNEX I 


INVESTIGATION OF CRIME AND LAW ENFORCEMENT IN THE 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


UNITED StTatTeEs SENATE, 

SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON THE DisTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 

INVESTIGATING CRIME AND LAW ENFORCEMENT, 
Washington, D. C., January 16, 1952. 

The subcommittee reconvened, at 10:15 a. m. (pursuant to 8S. Res. 136, agreed 
to September 13, 1951, 82d Cong., Ist sess.), in room 457, Senate Office Building, 
Senator Matthew M. Neely (chairman) presiding. 

Present: Senators Neely, Hunt, Pastore, Butler, and Welker. 

Also present: Arnold Bauman, chief counsel; Harold W. Solomon, associate 
counsel; Gerhard Van Arkel, chief counsel to the full committee; and William P. 
Gulledge, clerk. 

a s * + . ° ° 

The CHAIRMAN. Call your next witness. 

Mr. BauMAN. Roger Simkins. 

The CHAIRMAN. Do you solemnly swear that the testimony you are about to 
give will be the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, so help you 
God? 

Mr. Stmxrns. I do. 

The CHATRMAN. Messrs. Attorneys, before we begin to examine the witness, 
we will be glad to wait if you have any instructions to give to the witness. 

Mr. Scuwartz. Thank you, sir. Will you indulge us just a moment? 

Senator WeLKerR. Let the record show the witness and his lawyers are now 
conferring. 
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TESTIMONY OF ROGER SIMKINS, ACCOMPANIED BY GEORGE Hayes AND MILFORD 
ScHWARTZ, ATTORNEYS 


Mr. Simxins. Congressman, I would like to ask to read a little statement that 
I want to say for myself. 

The CuHarrMan. All right; proceed. 

Mr. Stmxins. I do not desire this hearing as to me to be televised. All of the 
television equipment is confusing to me and it would affect me properly answering 
anv such questions as I may be advised that it is proper for me to answer. 

Particularly I desire the removal of the microphone in front of me, as I am of the 
opinion that they would keep me from properly conferring with my counsel, and 
hence deprive me of the rights to counsel to which I am entitled. I request that 
no picture be taken of me during the time that I may be testifying. 

The CHarRMANn. The committee has voted on that matter, and a majority of 
the vote was in favor of permitting these hearings to be televised. One exception 
was made to that rule for reasons that seemed to the majority of the committee 
to be adequate, but those reasons do not prevail in this case, and unless the com- 
mittee has some view to the contrary to that expressed at the meeting when this 
matter was decided, you wiil be ordered to proceed to testify and you will have 
to take the risk of refusing. 

Mr. Hayes. Mr. Chairman, may I call attention to the fact that with respect 
to the instance to which you make reference, I presume Major Barrett, that the 
only difference, as I conceive it—and I was here when the statement was made 
between the statement made by Mr. Simkins and that made by Major Barrett, 
was that Mr. Maher had the unfortunate defect as far as his eyesight was con- 
cerned, and I remember that the chairman made some comment at that time 
about that circumstance. 

We make no such claims as far as either Mr. Schwartz or I are concerned. 
However, it is also a matter of record as far as this hearing is concerned that 
the mikes that were in front of Major Barrett were removed, that the reason 
given was the same reason as given by Mr. Simkins, and it is certain that the 
question of Mr. Maher’s eyes could have had nothing to do with the mikes that 
were in front of Mr. Barrett. 

I want the record to disclose that, therefore, if you are ruling as you have 
indicated, that it would seem to me that there is a discrimination being shown 
as against this witness. 

The CHatrRMaN. This committee has reasons other than any that were stated 
by Major Barrett’s counsel or by himself for desiring Major Barrett’s testimony 
in this record before we started this hearing, and we did not want to take the 
time to litigate the matter as to his right to refuse to testify before the microphones 
or under the cameras, or the television cameras, but Major Barrett was a high 
officer of the Police Department. He is under investigation. 

Your client, as I understand it, has not been a policeman. 

Mr. Hayes. My client has been named, sir, in practically every other line of 
this testimony, and the fact that he is—— 

The CHarrMan. Your client has not been on the police force in the District of 
Columbia, has he? 

Mr. Hayes. No, he has not, but I do not anticipate that the rule is a dis- 
criminatory rule in favor of anybody, high or low. 

The CHatrMan. No, certainly not. Discrimination was not made because of 
the fact that Major Barrett has been an official, but this committee felt that since 
we were investigating him, a high official of the Police Department, it was very 
important for us to begin this record by getting some statements from him, and 
we felt that probably the whole proceeding would have to await an adjudication 
of his rights on which he was standing. 

We don’t feel that the progress of this hearing depends upon this witness 
answering now, if he wants to contest this matter, and the committee has decided 
that they are going to’contest it if necessary. If your client doesn’t want to 
testify while the television cameras are operating, you and associate counsel can 
advise him what to do. The committee will take such action, therefore, as it 
feels to be necessary. 

Senator WELKER, I think I should advise counsel that very recently I have been 
informed by people who should know television, in fact the man who runs the 
television camera, there is absolutely a minimum of noise with respect to a tele- 
vision camera, and that you are not blinded by any lights, because the television 
that is operated here operates without lights. I am informed that the newsreel 
cameramen are the only ones who use lights. 














PROCEEDINGS AGAINST ROGER SIMKINS 


Now, if you have an objection to the particular lights, counse!, I wou!d sugvest 
that you make it. In the absence of a showing that your client is interfered with 
by the television camera, I would say that the chairman’s ruling is well taken in 
view of the vote by the majority of this committee. 

Mr. Hayes. Mr. Senator, with respect to the question of the television, candidly, 
my objection doesn’t go as strongly to that as it does to the balance of the objection 
with respect to the microphones, 

It seems to me, as I say, that no distinction ought to be made between witnesses. 
It seems to me equally so that if Major Barrett took the position which I heard in 
this court, in this assemblage, that he could not properly advise with his counsel 
by reason of these mikes, calling attention to their sensitiveness, and with no 
reason other than that given, and the committee then taking the position that he 
did not need to testify before these mikes, I say that the same ruling ought to be 
made as to this witness, particularly when, as the committee will know, there will 
be innumerable instances, I presume, in the questioning where the right of con- 
sultation with his counsel does become a necessity, and I think, as I have indicated, 
that any distinction ought to be obviated. 

Senator Pastore. Would you be willing to remove your objection if during the 
times when you do consult with your client we did cover up the microphones so 
that no sound could be picked up? 

Mr. Hayes. I would still say, sir, that if that were done, that it is still a dis- 
criminatory procedure when that was not done with Major Barrett. 

Senator Pastore. It is not a matter of discrimination, as I look at it, as to a 
matter of right. We did not decide that that would be the procedure to be fol- 
lowed in all instances when the chairman ruled in reference to Mr. Barrett. 

We made that position very, very clear because I was one of those who felt 
the objection was frivolous, and I still think that your objection is frivolous, but 
if you feel that that interrupts your procedure of consulting with your client and 
your client consulting with you, his lawyer, I think we can make arrangements 
to silence those microphones during that period. 

Mr. Hayes. I can’t help but be reminded also that as a part of this procedure 
the suggestion has been had that when an inquiry is made, that the respondent 
is required to answer spontaneously, that he does not have the right to consult 
with counsel at that time. 

I notice that the Senator has already called attention to the fact that he was 
at the beginning conferring with his counsel, the apparent reason being that the 
question of intercourse between us here at this table is to be minimized. Also 
the suggestion has been had from you, sir, that you don’t want the record filled 
up with objections. We have a client’s rights that we are attempting to protect, 
and I am concerned about it, candidly. 

Senator Wreixrer. Can you indicate in one instance in which your client or 
anyone else’s client has been required to answer a question when counsel wanted 
to confer with him? Not once has that happened. The chairman here has re- 
peatedly given e ery avenue for counsel to confer with their client. 

Mr. Hayes. | beard the pronouncement made, am I not mistaken, as a part 
of this procedure. 

Senator WeLkrer. And that was to keep down from hearing three witnesses 
instead of one, and you have never been in an orderly court procedure or a hearing 
procedure such as this when the client could confer with two counsel and then give 
his answer after every question. 

Mr. Hayes. Well, of course, that I hope will be a part of this record. There 
are immediate questions that are asked. That immediate question might be 
entirely innocuous, 

Senator WELKER. Well, you certainly know this, don’t you, counsel, that you 
can take advantage of that in any court that you might be prosecuted in, to go on 
appeal. 

Mr. Hayes. I also know you have got to lay the foundation in order to properly 
do it. 

Senator We_ker. When I made the motion myself, I stated that you were 
entitled to make your objection. 

Mr. Hayes. Do I understand, then, that in each instance we may interpose our 
objections? 

Senator WELKER. I certainly think so. 

Mr. Hayes. All right, sir. 

Senator WELKER. I believe that is the law here or any place else. 

Mr. Hayes. And that that objection may run not only to an immediate ques- 
tion but if in our opinion we feel it to be a chain of questions which might tend to 
incriminate, that is a matter still to be advised. 
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Senator WELKER. That isn’t the ruling of the Chair, of course. 

Mr. Hayes. I presume I will also be subject to the rulings of the Chair. 

Senator WeL_ker. That is my understanding, and I make the motion. 

The CuHatrMaANn. You will have an opportunity to make as many objections as 
you wish. This witness will be treated precisely as every other witness has been 
treated in everything that pertains to his rights. 

The only difference that is being made, and I want to emphasize the fact there 
is no discrimination here and there will be none because of anybody’s color, 
because of anybody’s polities, because of anybody’s creed or race, but the only 
difference between this witness’ privileges and those of Major Barrett is that we 
did permit, we did sustain Major Barrett’s objection to testifving under television 
and before the microphones, not for his accommodation or even the accommodation 
of his attorney, but because after a conference the members of the committee felt 
that we must have Major Barrett’s testimony in before we proceeded with this 
investigation. 

Now, if there is any misapprehension about my admonition, Mr. Attorney, 
oc Attorneys, about conferring with your client before we started, and you feel 
that that was intended as a limitation about making objections or staying the 
proceedings to discuss matters with him, let me disabuse your minds. 

I had no such intentions. I don’t want to be personal, but the witness that 
was on the stand before had counsel at her side, and I thought and I believed that 
my distinguished lawyer friend on my right here felt that that attorney was not 
making objections which, if he wanted to protect his witness on appeal, should 
be made, and Senator Welker reminded that counsel at times, as the Chair did 
once or twice, that they were not making a record that would protect this witness. 

My only intention in making the admonition that was given was to let counsel 
know that if they want to give their witness any instructions as to what he should 
say, for instance that he refuse to answer that question because he thought it was 
self-incriminatory, that you should tell him that instead of waiting for some mem- 
ber of the committee to admonish either of the counsel for this witness that they 
had better make up their record. 

I don’t doubt from what I have seen now that you gentlemen are going to be 
on the alert. You need no admonition from any member of this committee about 
any matter, but I assure vou that this committee and any member intends to 
protect the rights of witnesses just the same as they try to protect rights of the 
public in making this investigation. 

Now, gentlemen, will you make up your mind as to your procedure and as to 
whether you shall refuse to testify in the circumstances as they now exist, or if 
you wish to proceed. 

Mr. Hayes. In order that we proceed, Mr. Chairman, as advised by the 
committee, in instances where in the opinion of the witness an answer would tend 
to incriminate him, do you desire simply that he shall say ‘I refuse to answer’? 

Senator WeLker. I would like the real objection to go in first, and then the 
Chair will instruct you that your objection “I refuse to testify” wili be construed 
as being the whole legal objection. 

Mr. Hayes. Well, may it be done in this wise? We anticipate, the gentleman 
with whom I am associated and I, that the failures to answer will be based upon 
the fact that they tend to incriminate. May it be understood if he refuses to 
answer that that is the basis of it, unless other objections be suggested? 

Senator WeLKeR. That will be fine. I think that will shorten it, counsel. 

Mr. Hayes. Thank you, Mr. Senator. 

Mr. Bauman. What is your business or occupation? 

Mr. Stmxins. I refuse to answer on the ground it may tend to incriminate me. 

Mr. Bauman. Your name is Roger Simkins? 

Mr. Simxins. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bauman. S-i-m-k-i-n-s? 

Mr. Stuxrins. That is correct. 

Mr. Bauman. Your first name is spelled R-o-g-e-r? 

Mr. Sim«rns. That is correct. 

Mr. BAuMAN. Have you ever described yourself as a speculator? 

Mr. Simerns. I refuse to answer on the ground it may tend to incriminate me. 

Mr. Bauman. You are also known as Whitetop, is that correct? 

Mr. Simrins. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may tend to incriminate me. 

Senator WeLKxer. Counsel, I hope and the committee hopes that by inadvert- 
ence you are not letting the witness get into trouble by a silly answer such as that. 

We don’t want by our action here to mislead you to the point where he has to 
make that objection where he might be found in contempt. Now a man’s name 
certainly would not tend to incriminate him. 
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Mr. Hayes. I am not entirely in accord with you, Mr. Senator, particularly 
when the query was not with regard to a name. It was with regard to some 
nickname, 

Senator WeLtker. A man’s nickname, I can’t see how that would tend to 
incriminate a man. 

Mr. Hayes. I don’t want to argue the point except to say to you that I could 
give to Your Honor or give to your committee instances where that very thing 
might be an incriminating circumstance. 

Senator WELKER. You are going very far afield if you can show me any law 
where a man’s name or a nickname would tend to incriminate him I don’t want 
to argue with you. 

You may be sure this record is going to be carefully scrutinized by this commit- 
tee. If your client doesn’t want to answer, he probablv will be cited for contempt 
and there probably will be future hearings and through some little harmless thing 
like what is his nickname, I would hate to see him put to expense or trouble by 
virtue of not answering that. I want to be fair, counsel. 

Mr. Hayes. I avpreciate it, Mr. Senator. 

Mr. Bauman. Will you repeat the question, please? 

Mr. Hayes. Will vou allow us to confer for a second? 

Mr. Scuwarrz. Will you repeat the question? 

Mr. Hayes. He is prepared to answer it. 

Mr. BAumMAN. Are you also known by the name of Whitetop? 

Mr. Simxins. They call me Whitetop sometimes, yes. 

Mr. Bauman. How long have you lived at your present address? 

Mr. StmxKins. I want to be sure now. About 5, 6, or 7 years. 

Mr. Bauman. I wonder if you could try to speak up just a little louder. 

Mr. Stu«ins. I don’t want to be positive, but between 5 and 6, and 7 years. 

Mr. Bauman. What police precinct is it located in? 

Mr. Srmxns. I believe 12. 

Mr. Bauman. What precinct is the Brass Rail located in? 

Mr. Stmxkins. Two. 

Mr. Bauman. ‘The Brass Rail is a bar owned and operated by your wife, is that 
correct? 

Mr. Srmxins. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may lead up to incrimination. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you not repeatedly stated that the Brass Rail is owned by 
your wife and operated by your wife? 

Mr. Stmxrns. I refuse to answer on the grounds it may intend to incriminate me. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you not many times under oath answered that question 
without invoking a constitutional privilege? 

Mr. SimKIns. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you know Capt. Clyde Strange? 

“Mr. Stmxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. BaumaAN. Are you acquainted with Capt. Clyde Strange? 

Mr. Simxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever spoken to Capt. Clyde Strange? 

Mr. Srmkins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you know any other police officers of the second precinct? 

Mr. Stmxkrins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. BaumMAN. Do you know Lieutenant McAllister? 

Mr. Simxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. BaumMAN. Have you ever spoken to Lieutenant McAllister? 

Mr. Simxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Lieutenant Hunt? 

Mr. Simkins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever spoken to Lieutenant Hunt? 

Mr. Simxkins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever spoken to Capt. Albert B. Clark while he was 
commanding officer of the second precinct? 

Mr. Stmxkrins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. BaumMAN. Do you personally know Capt. Albert B. Clark? 

Mr. Simxkrns. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. BAumMAN. Do you know Inspector Beverly C. Beach? ‘ 

Mr. Srmxkrins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you know Inspector Beach while he was commanding 
officer of No. 2? 

Mr. Stm«ins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you been aware over the years— 

Mr. Srmxins. I refuse to answer. [Laughter.] 
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The CHarrMaAn. The committee will be in order. 

Mr. Bauman. I suggest that you let me finish the question before you refuse 
to answer. 

Mr. Simxkins. O. K. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you keep yourself posted as to who the commanding officer 
of the second precinct is? 

Mr. Srmxrns. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. BauMAN. Have you ever made it your business to find out who the com- 
manding officer of the second precinct is? 

Mr. Stmxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever given a gift or thing of value to any police 
officer? 

Mr. Simkins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. BaumaN. Have you ever given any police officer a television set? 

Mr. Stmxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. BauMAN. Do you know Lt. Daniel Pittman? 

Mr. Simxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. BauMAN. Have you ever heard of Lt. Daniel Pittman? 

Mr. Simxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. BauMAN. You refuse to answer as to whether you have heard of Lieu- 
tenant Pittman? 

Mr. Simxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Scuwartz. Will you repeat the question, Mr. Bauman? 

Mr. BauMAN. Will you read the question, please, Mr. Reporter? 

(The reporter read back the last question.) 

Mr. Stmxins. Yes; I have heard of him. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you personally know Lieutenant Pittman? 

Mr. Srmxkrins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. BaumMaN. Have you on any occasion ever spoken to Lieutenant Pittman? 

Mr. Stmxkins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you know former Maj. Robert J. Barrett of the Metropolitan 
Police Department? 

Mr. Stmxkins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever heard of Major Barrett? 

Mr. Simxrns. Yes; I have heard of him. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever spoken to him? 

Mr. Stmxrns. I refuse so answer. 

Mr. BauMAN. Have you ever spoken to him at his home? 

Mr. Stmxkins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. BauMAN. Have you ever spoken to him about any matters involving the 
Police Department? 

Mr. Stmxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. BaumaAN. Have you ever spoken to him about the weather? 

Mr. Simkins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever given Major Barrett any gift of any kind? 

Mr. Stmxkrins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. BauMAN. Have you ever loaned him anything? 

Mr. Stm«ins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you ever give Major Barrett a gift of anything exceeding 
$100 in value? 

Mr. Simxrins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever given any money or anything of value with the 
understanding or expectation it would be given to a police officer? 

Mr. Srmxrins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you know Detective Paul Clark? 

Mr. Simxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever heard of Detective Paul Clark? 

Mr. Stmxins. Yes; I have heard of him. 

Mr. Bauman. Has he ever been in the Brass Rail? 

Mr. Simxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. BaumaN. Have you ever seen him in the Brass Rail? 

Mr. Simxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. How about Detective Howard Holden? Have you ever heard 
of him? 

Mr. Simxins. I have heard of him. 

Mr. Bauman. Has he ever spoken to you? 

Mr. Stmxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Has he ever been in the Brass Rail? 
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Mr. Srmxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever heard he was in the Brass Rail? 

Mr. Simxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. You refuse to answer as to whether you have heard that he was 
the Brass Rail? 

Mr. Stmxins. Yes. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you know Detective William MeEwan? 

Mr. Simxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have vou heard of Detective McEwan? 

Mr. Simxins. What is the name? I didn’t get it. 

Mr. Bauman. William McEwan. 

Mr. Simxins. Yes; [ have heard of him 

Mr. BauMAN. Have you ever heard of his being in the Brass Rail? 

Mr. Srmxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever spoken to him about anything? 

Mr. Stmxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever discussed any police officer promotions or 
transfers with anybody in the Police Department? 

Mr. Simxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you ever suggest to any officer in the Poiice Department or 
any official of the Police Department the making of any such transfer? 

Mr. Simxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever spoken to Maj. Robert J. Barrett about the 
making of any such transfer within the Police Department? 

Mr. Simxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever given either Major Barrett or any other police 
officer a gift exceeding $500 in value? 

Mr. Simxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever given any city official outside of the Police De- 
partment, any municipal official outside of the police department, a gift exceeding 
$100 in value? 

Mr. Sim«ins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever given any city official any gift, excluding those 
people within the police department? 

Mr. Stm«ins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman, Did anybody on your behalf give or send a gift to former Major 
Barrett or any other police officer? 

Mr. Simxkins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Do’ you know Detective Lemzio Bonaccorsy? 

Mr. SimkKins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever spoken to Detective Arthur Molle? 

Mr. Sim«ins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever had any dealings of any kind with Lieutenant 
Embry? 

Mr. Sim«ins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you know who Lieutenant Embry is? 

Mr. Stm«ins. I don’t know who he is. I know he is police. 

Mr. Hayes. Ask the question over, 

Mr. BAuMAN. Would you repeat the question, please? 

(The reporter read back the last question.) 

Mr. Hayes. I thought he answered it. 

Mr. Bauman. What was the answer? 

(The reporter read back the last answer.) 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever spoken to him? 

Mr. Simpkins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. BauMAN. Have you ever spoken to him about the weather? 

Mr. Simpkins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever spoken to him about a baseball score? 

Mr. Simpkins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you know Orion Whiting? 

Mr. Simpkins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. What, by reputation, is Orion Whiting’s business? 

Mr. Simpkins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever heard what business Orion Whiting is in? 

Mr. Simpkins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. BauMAN. Will you please read the last question? 

(The reporter read back the last question.) 


ir 
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Mr. Bauman. Have you and Orion Whiting ever been engaged in any enterprise 
together? 

Mr. Simpkins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever seen Orion Whiting socially? 

Mr. Simpkins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever seen Orion Whiting for no purpose other than talk- 
ing to him without regard to any business enterprise? 

Mr. Srmxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Are you personally acquainted with Orion Whiting? 

Mr. Simxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever been in a building at 2026 Georgia Avenue NW? 

Mr. Simxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Was that occupied by a lady named Dimples Mears at one 
time? 

Mr. Simxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever heard whether those premises were occupied by 
Dimples Mears? 

Mr. Stmxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Was Dimples Mears ever a friend of yours? 

Mr. Sim«ins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you know a man by the name of Jack, the Bear? 

Mr. Stm«ins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Is that name familiar to you? 

Mr. Sim«ins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. BaumMAN. Have you ever heard the name? 

Mr. Stuxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you ever spoken to the man? 

Mr. Stmxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. BaumMaAN. Have you ever heard of any of the following people, heard of, 
I repeat, any of the following people: Cutler Mason? 

Mr. Srmxrins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. BaumMAN. Slow Brown? 

Mr. Hayes. Just a second. 

Senator WELKER. I suggest, Mr. Counsel, that we stop this proceeding because 
if this gentleman isn’t in contempt of this committee, I don’t know what contempt 
is. You have your record made, and to save time we might just as well proceed 
and let him refuse to answer some place else. 

Mr. Bauman. Mr. Simkins, have you, at any time, prior to December 31, 1948, 
carried a loaded pistol on your person within the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Stmxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Have you, at any time, prior to December 31, 1948, carried an 
unloaded pistol on your person in the District of Columbia? 

Mr. Srmxrins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you own a pistol prior to December 31, 1948? 

Mr. Srmxkins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you keep a pistol in the Brass Rail? 

Mr. Srmxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Prior to December 31, 1948—that is the other part of the same 
question. 

Mr. Simxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. What is that? 

Mr. Stm«ins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Now, as a matter of fact, Mr. Simkins, you have not seen 
Dimples Mears since about 1945, is that not correct? 

Mr. Simeins. I did not hear what you said. 

Mr. Bauman. I say, you have not seen Dimples Mears since about 1945, is that 
right? 

Mr. Stw«ins. Dimple Mears? I refuse to answer. . 

Mr. Bauman. Mr. Simkins, vou make very large deposits of coins in your bank 
account from time to time, is that not correct? 

Mr. Stmxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you, on or about May 26, 1949, deposit approximately 
$2,680 in coins? 

Mr. Simkins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Barman. On March 25, 1949, on or about March 25, 1949, did you de- 
posit $3,358 in coins? 

Mr. Sim«ins. I refuse to answer. 
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Mr. Bauman. On January 13, 1949, did you deposit $6,000 in cash of which 
$4,000 was in coins? 

Mr. Stux«ins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. On March 5, 1948, did you deposit $2,740 in quarters? 

Mr. Simxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Do you generally get large amounts of coins of this type? 

Mr. Stm«ins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Is it your practice in depositing coins that come into your 
possession—is it your practice in depositing coins to your bank account—— 

Mr. Stmxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. BAuMAN. Please let me finish the question. 

Mr. Srmxrns. Yes; I didn’t hear the question no-how—1I knew you were talking 
on. 

Mr. BAuMAN. Would you read the first part of it? 

(The question was read as follows: ‘‘Is it your practice in depositing coins to 
you bank account oe 

Mr. Bauman. To take the coins to the bank in a large sack, leave them there 
without having them counted, and have them credited to your account by the 
bank after they have had an opportunity to count them? 

Mr. Stmxrns. I refuse to answer. 

Senator WELKER. Mr. Witness, do you have a bank that you do business with? 

Mr. Sirmxins. Yes, sir. 

Senator WELKER. Where is that bank located? 

Mr. Simxins. That I do business with—the bank on Park Road—lI think it is 
Park Road and Fourteenth Street. 

Senator We_kerR. When did you open your account there? 

Mr. Simxrns. A number of years ago, Senator. 

Senator WELKER. Would you say 10, 15 years ago? 

Mr. Simxins. Well, at least, I will say—I would not want to give an exact date 
but I know it is 7 or 8 years, I’d say, without knowing. 

Senator We_ker. Where do you live, Mr. Simkins? wre? 


a 
Mr. StmmkKIns. Since where? Oe vi eee 
Senator WreLkeR. Where do you live here in Washington? fT ot 
Mr. Simkins. 2823 Twelfth Street NE. =e Oe 
Senator We_ker. Have you ever done any sort of work or occupation’ or 

profession that you would like to tell the committee about? Pe hae 


Mr. Simxins. I refuse to answer that on the ground that it might incriminate 
me. 

Senator WELKER. You are not a professional man? 

Mr. Stmxkins. I refuse to answer. 

Senator WELKER. You are not a worker, a day laborer? 

Mr. Stmxkrns. I refuse to answer. 

Senator WeLker. And at any time, any of the many policemen or men of the 
Washington Metropolitan Police Department that counsel interrogated about, 
have you ever spoken to any of those men? 

Mr. Simkins. I refuse to answer. 

Senator WeL_krerR. Did you ever say ‘‘Hello” to them? 

Mr. Simkins. I refuse to answer. 

Senator WrL_kerR. You refuse to answer that upon the ground that it might 
tend to incriminate you? 

Mr. SIMKINS. Yes, sir. 

Senator We.Kker. That is all, Mr. Simkins. 

Mr. Hayes. Mr. Senator, I think that the way the inquiry is made—you say 
that we may make objections to it— 

Senator WeLker. You may do that. 

Mr. Hayes. I want to object to the form of the inquiry, because the law, as | 
understand it, does not simply mean whether or not that question may incriminate. 
The Supreme Court of the United States has said if that may be a question in a 
link of a chain of questions that it may tend to incriminate, that he may still 
refuse to answer and he may stand mute, says the Supreme Court of the United 
States. 

Senator Wetxer. The Chair will rule on it then. I will be glad to submit it 
to the Supreme Court of the United States that saying ‘‘Hello” to a policeman 
might tend to incriminate him. 

Mr. Hayes. There might be a chain of circumstances. 

Senator We.Lker. I will leave that to the Court. You and I cannot decide 
that here. 
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Mr. Hayes. I agree with you. 

Mr. Bauman. Are you married or single, Mr. Simkins? 

The CuarrRMAN. So far as the Chair of the committee is concerned the objection 
made by counsel to the question asked by Senator Welker is overruled. That is 
the opinion of the Chair, also of the subcommittee. We think that question is 
proper and should be answered. 

Mr. Hayes. Yes, sir. 

The CHaArRMAN. Proceed. 

Mr. Bauman. Are you married, sir? 

Mr. Simkins. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BauMAN. Do you have any brothers and sisters? 

Mr. SiMKINs. Yes, sir. 

Mr. BauMAN. Do they live in Washington? 

Mr. Simxins. No. 

Mr. Bauman. Where do they live? 

Mr. Sim«ins. Newark, New York, Chicago, and North Carolina, Greensboro 
and Columbia. 

Mr. Bauman. Mr. Simkins, going back to about 1933 in Atlantic City, what 
was your business at that time? 

Mr. Sim«ins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. Bauman. Did you run what was then commonly known as a speakeasy? 

Mr. Simxins. I refuse to answer. 

Mr. BauMAN. Have you ever been convicted of a crime, Mr. Simkins? 

Mr. Hayes. If Your Honor please, that question is unquestionably not an 
admissible question. There is a proper way of proving the reeord. 

The CHarrRMAN. The Chair is not going to insist on the witness answering that 
question. 

Mr. Bauman. I have no further questions at this time. 

Senator WELKER. There is just one thing I want to make clear. 

May it be stipulated by and between counsel and this witness and this com- 
mittee that the questions asked by the committee and its counsel and which 
questions have been refused, that is, the answer has been refused, upon the ground 
that it might tend to incriminate the witness—may it be stipulated and agreed 
by and between us all that by virtue of that answer the Chair did order the answer- 
ing of the question by the witress and the witness still refused 
order of the chairman? 

Mr. Hayes. I should say yes. I would want, however, that that should not 
leave out what I originally, or what I just suggested to the committee and, that is, 
that when you say refused to answer because this question incriminates, we believe 
that the inquiry addresses itself, also, to the fact that the witness has the right to 
consider as to whether or not it is a question which is a part of a chain of questions 
which might tend to incriminate. 

Senator WELKER. The fact of the matter is I want the record clear, 
was ordered to answer and he refused to answer. 

Mr. Hayes. Yes; we have no objection to that. 

The CHAIRMAN. That is true of all questions that were asked to which answers 
were refused, except the last one. That is the only question which I sustained the 
objection of counsel. In all of the other questions the witness is ordered, if he has 
not been—he is now ordered to answer those questions and he has an opportunity 
to answer them now if he desires todo so. The order is that he shall answer them. 

Mr. Hayes. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHArRMAN. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. BauMAN. I have no further questions at this time. 

The CHarRMAN. Are there any other questions, Senator Pastore? 

Senator Pastore. We had testimony from a Sarah Mears Hall, ‘Dimples’ 
Mears, to the effect this morning there was a home in which she lived and which 
you maintained at 2026 Georgia Avenue NW.; there were seven adding machines, 
about six people working, there were in the neighborhood of $3,000 daily that was 
collected from gambling, and that this money was turned over to you. 

Is that statement correct or incorrect? i 

Mr. Srmkins. I refuse to answer on the ground that it may incriminate me. 

The CuarrMaANn. The witness may stand aside. : 


to abide by the 


that he 
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ANNEX II 


The committee has received the following memorandum from its chief counsel, 
which sets forth the legal opinion of its staff with reference to the contempts 
committed by Roger Simkins: 

JANUARY 17, 1952. 
Memorandum to Senator Matthew M. Neely, Chairman. 
Re contempt of Roger Simkins. 

I have examined the record of the testimony of Roger Simkins, and it is my 
opinion, which has previously been conveyed to the committee, that the refusal 
by Roger Simkins to answer questions was contemptuous of the United States 
Senate, and its subcommittee of the Committee on the District of Columbia, 
investigating crime and law enforcement. 

As chief counsel to the subcommittee, with the advice and concurrence of the 
subcommittee’s legal staff, I have advised the committee and now certify that the 
contempts complained of are, in my opinion, punishable as a matter of law. In 
those instances where the witness asserted a claim of privilege, it is my opinion 
that the claim was not made in good faith inasmuch as there was no reasonable 
relationship between the questions asked and a line of proof which might in- 
criminate the witness under any Federal statute. 

In certifying contempt proceedings, the committee and its counsel have care- 
fully distinguished between refusals to answer based on an arbitrary or fanciful 
claim of privilege from refusals to answer questions where a claim of privilege 
might be raised with even a minimum possibility that the witness might be 
incriminated under any of the laws of the United States. 


ARNOLD Bauman, Chief Counsel. 
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